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Abstract
Hosts can counteract parasites through defences based on resistance and/or tolerance.
The mechanistic basis of tolerance, which involve defensive mechanisms minimizing para-
site damage after a successful parasitic attack, remains poorly explored in the study of
cuckoo-host interactions. Here, we experimentally explore the possibility that the risk of
great spotted cuckoo Clamator glandarius parasitism may induce tolerance defences in
magpie Pica pica hosts through plasticity in life-history traits. We predict that magpies
exposed to auditory cues indicating high parasitism risk will more likely exhibit resistance
and/or modify their life-history traits to minimize parasitism costs (i.e. tolerance) compared
to magpies under low parasitism risk. We found that manipulating the perceived parasitism
risk did not affect host resistance (i.e. rejection of parasitic eggs) nor host life-history traits.
Unexpectedly, host’s egg volume increased over the season in nests exposed to auditory
cues of control non-harmful hoopoes Upupa epops. Our results do not provide support for
inducible defences (either based on resistance or tolerance) in response to risk of parasitism
in magpie hosts. Even so, we encourage studying plastic expression of breeding strategies
in response to risk of cuckoo parasitism to achieve a better understanding of the mechanis-
tic basis of tolerance defences.
Introduction
Parasitism is a strong selective agent shaping host evolution [1]. Plant and animal hosts can
minimize the negative effects of parasites through defences based on resistance and/or toler-
ance [2–6]. Resistance involves physiological or behavioural defensive mechanisms that mini-
mize the likelihood of being parasitized whereas tolerance involves defensive mechanisms
reducing the negative effect of the parasite after a successful attack [6]. Contrary to resistance,
tolerance diminishes the impact of parasitism without necessarily causing a negative effect on
the parasite [6,7]. Although plant biologists have long discriminated between resistance and
tolerance when studying plant defences [6,8], studies of animal enemy-victim interactions on
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tolerance defences are still scarce [6,8,9], particularly those investigating the mechanisms
behind tolerance (but see [10]).
In birds, interspecific brood parasitism is a reproductive strategy in which the parasite (e.g.
cuckoo) lays eggs in the nest of another species, the host, which carries out the parental duties
from incubation to offspring feeding [11,12]. Brood parasitism often imposes large fitness
costs to hosts, for example, due to egg removal or breakage during egg laying by the parasitic
female, eviction of host eggs and/or nestlings from the nest by the parasite chick, and starva-
tion of host’s offspring when the parasite chick monopolizes parental feeds [11,13]. As a conse-
quence, natural selection has favoured the evolution of certain behaviours preventing effective
parasitism by cuckoos (i.e. resistance mechanisms) ranging from mobbing cuckoos before lay-
ing (e.g. [14,15,16]), to discrimination and rejection of cuckoo eggs (e.g. [17–20]), or nestlings
(e.g. [21,22]).
Beyond defences based on resistance, avian brood parasites may have selected for host toler-
ance as well [6]. Defences based on resistance can be costly because hosts may incur in recog-
nition and rejection errors [23] or because parasites may destroy host eggs as a punishment to
host resistance [24,25]. This scenario is likely to promote the evolution of tolerance defenses,
which are by definition less costly [9]. Theoretical reviews have largely emphasized the need of
simultaneously studying resistance and tolerance when assessing host defences against cuckoo
parasites [6,9]. So far only the study by Soler et al. [26] has explicitly tested the adaptive value
of tolerance while accounting for resistance in the Great spotted cuckoo Clamator glandarius-
Eurasian magpie Pica pica host system. Operational tolerance (i.e. the slope of the regression
between the number of cuckoo eggs in a clutch and the number of host produced fledglings)
was larger in highly parasitized magpie populations, suggesting that tolerance may have
evolved as an adaptive response to great spotted cuckoo parasitism [26].
However, empirical studies about the mechanisms of tolerance are lacking, possibly due to
the more subtle and less detectable manifestation of tolerance mechanisms at the population
level. Several indirect sources of evidence suggest that some hosts may reduce the costs of para-
sitism (i.e. show some degree of tolerance) by, for example, increasing clutch size [27,28] or
laying less eggs but in several nesting attempts [29–31]. Although the evolutionary causes of
these different strategies remain poorly studied, the use of one strategy or another appears to
be contingent on whether brood parasites are raised together with host nestlings or alone [9].
Furthermore, these studies were not designed to detect tolerance, and given their correlative
nature they do not allow discriminating if changes in host life-history traits in response to par-
asitism reflected a micro-evolutionary process or were due to phenotypic plasticity.
Plastic responses regarding resource allocation to environmental stress are among the most
commonly studied tolerance mechanisms in plants (reviewed in [32,33]), but their role is still
poorly understood in animal enemy-victim interactions. Variable risk of predation can induce
plasticity in life-history traits in birds [34–37]. Also, cuckoo hosts can flexibly change resis-
tance defences (e.g. nest defence [15,38], egg rejection [17,39–41] and nestling rejection [42])
as a response to the risk of brood parasitism. However, it remains unknown whether variable
risk of cuckoo parasitism may also induce plasticity in host life-history traits, and whether that
plasticity may help somehow to minimize the costs of cuckoo parasitism.
In this study, we investigated host defences in a cuckoo-host system, the Eurasian magpie—
Great spotted cuckoo, hereafter cuckoo, at the intra-population level. Theoretical work has
suggested that this would be a suitable system for the evolution of defensive mechanisms based
on tolerance [6,9] given that in this system rejection costs are particularly high due to the retal-
iatory behaviour of the brood parasite. Here we experimentally modified the risk of cuckoo
parasitism during laying and incubation of magpies and measured their response in terms of
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egg rejection (i.e. as a proxy of resistance) and plasticity of life-history traits (i.e. number of
eggs and their volume) that may subsequently influence host fitness (i.e. tolerance).
Previous theoretical studies had suggested the existence of a trade-off between resistance
and tolerance mechanisms, so that if one of the two defences evolves, then the other would be
less likely to do it [6]. However, empirical evidence suggests that this would not apply to our
study system as resistance does not covary with tolerance across magpie populations [26]. We
predict that individual magpie hosts under high risk of suffering brood parasitism will be more
likely to exhibit resistance (i.e. more prone to reject cuckoo eggs) and/or tolerance (i.e. more
prone to modify their life-history traits to minimize the costs of raising cuckoos) compared to
individuals under low risk of parasitism. In birds, females may modify their breeding invest-
ment to buffer variable environmental conditions affecting their offspring prospects. This can
be achieved through changes in number and volume of eggs [43], and therefore it is worth
exploring whether a modification in perception of risk of parasitism may induce different host
breeding investment (i.e. clutch size and egg volume).
Methods
Study area and system
The study was conducted in La Calahorra (37˚ 10´ N, 3˚ 03´ W, Hoya de Guadix, Southern
Spain). This is a patchy area of approximately 12 km2 where groves of almond trees Prunus
dulcis, in which magpies preferentially build their nests, are very common [44,45]. Magpies are
territorial, sedentary, and socially monogamous long-lived passerines [46]. In our population,
the great spotted cuckoo is a non-mimetic egg and specialist parasite of the magpie, although
can sporadically parasite other corvids as the Hooded crow Corvus corone [47]. Great spotted
cuckoo females usually destroy magpie eggs while laying and multiple parasitism is frequent
[48]. Once hatched, the parasite chicks do not evict the magpie nestlings, but due to their
shorter incubation length and faster development of the cuckoo, magpie nestlings rarely fledge
from parasitized nests [49]. The natural parasitism rejection in magpie hosts is about 5% [24],
lower than that for experimental models of cuckoo eggs (see [50]). The percentage of parasit-
ized nests in our population (i.e. parasitism rate) greatly varies between years (range 15.9–
65.6%, [51]).
Experimental manipulation
We conducted a manipulation of cuckoo parasitism risk during the laying and incubation
periods of magpies in the year 2014 (mid-March to April). The breeding season of this year
lasted from the first egg laid on mid-March to end of June when the last nestlings fledged. At
the beginning of the breeding season magpie nests were located by careful inspection of all
trees in the area, and GPS positioned. In total, 75 nests were found, but 21 nests were discarded
from the experiment because the laying activity had already finished when they were found.
The remaining 54 nests were found before clutch completion (mean ± SE clutch size when
found was 3.13 ± 0.23 eggs (range: 1–7), final clutch size of magpies in our population: Parasit-
ized nests (mean ± SE) = 6.56 ± 1.11 (range: 4–9); Non-parasitized nests (mean ± SE) =
6.85 ± 0.76 (range: 5–9), [45]). Each nest was randomly assigned to one of the following treat-
ments: i) "increased parasitism risk": perceived risk of cuckoo parasitism was increased by
broadcasting cuckoo calls in the surroundings of the nest (n = 23 nests), ii) "no parasitism
risk": calls of Hoopoes Upupa epops were played as a control for the effect of the playback
(n = 14 nests); and iii) "control": we visited the surroundings of the nest as often as for treat-
ments i) and ii), but did not play any call (n = 17 nests).
Host tolerance and cuckoos
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Portable amplified speakers (MOLGAR 3” 20W 4 ohm) connected to digital audio players
(takeMS MP3 Player “Deseo”) were used to broadcast calls. The calls consisted of three differ-
ent tracks of great spotted cuckoo calls and four hoopoe calls from different individuals
extracted from Llimosa et al. [52] and three 1-min silence tracks, respectively, that were
randomly selected and played continuously using the random function in the audio players
during the experiment. This produces unique assortments of calls by their randomized presen-
tation and combination with silence tracks for each nest and treatment, thus minimizing the
risk of pseudoreplication [53,54]. Treatments were applied three times during two hours every
third day from the day each nest was found. Some nests were found at the very beginning of
laying whereas others did not, and, hence, every nest might have received either 1 or 2 play-
back sessions during laying. However, the number of eggs laid at the time we started our
experiment did not vary among treatments (see below Variables and Experimental Randomi-
zation). The minimum distance between two magpie nests in this study year was 350 m, thus
minimizing the possibility that magpies others than the tested perceived the stimulus.
Previous experimental studies have shown that birds have the potential to perceive threats
based on acoustic cues emitted by predators (e.g. [53,55]), and even avian brood parasites
(Chalcites cuckoo species [56] and Brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) [57]), which justi-
fies the only use of vocal cues for manipulating parasitism risk. Furthermore, male cuckoos
perch and call close to host nests to attract magpie attention; meanwhile female cuckoos make
a silent approach to the nest to lay [58]. Therefore, continuous broadcasting of cuckoo calls
close to a nest is likely to be perceived as a real parasitism challenge for magpies. We chose the
hoopoe as a “no parasitism risk” control because hoopoe a priori poses no threat to magpies
and lives in sympatry with them.
We opted to manipulate risk of parasitism once laying was started in the knowledge that in
birds, females have the potential to modify their investment on eggs (i.e. hormone composition
and egg size) in response to a sudden change in environmental conditions during laying [59–
62].
Estimation of host resistance
On the first visit to each nest, we introduced a plaster model egg that resembled a cuckoo egg
in appearance, size and mass (see details in [44]). Previous studies have shown that rejection
of model eggs provides a reliable estimate of host defences based on resistance [26,63]. We
determined level of resistance as a categorical variable with two levels: rejecter, if the model
egg disappeared from the nest, and acceptor, if the model egg was still in the nest after 6 days.
Although rejecter magpies reject experimentally added eggs within the first 72 hours [64], we
chose here a longer response period to avoid modifying magpie perception of risk of parasit-
ism if we had removed accepted eggs at day three, as this might have affected life-history traits
of those pairs that would have not yet complete the clutch.
Variables and experimental randomization
For all nests we recorded number of laid eggs (before and after the experiment), and egg vol-
ume (before and after the experiment). 10 nests were discarded because either have unusual
small clutch sizes (3 or less eggs) which suggested partial predation (n = 6 nests), or were
totally predated (n = 4 nests). We measured the length and width of each egg with a digital cal-
liper; egg volume was calculated using the formula Volume = Length  Width2  0.515 [65].
To test whether the experiment was fully randomized with respect to magpie pair quality
we checked for differences before the experiment in magpie laying date (a proxy of individual
quality in magpies [66]) and average magpie egg volume already laid between our three
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treatments using one-way ANOVAs. Neither laying date (F2,51 = 0.33, P = 0.72) nor the aver-
age egg volume recorded before the experiment (F2,45 = 0.81, P = 0.45) differed among treat-
ments, suggesting that our experiment was properly randomized regarding magpie quality.
Additionally, we tested for differences in number of laid eggs the day of the experiment
(i.e. before any effect of broadcasting) using a generalized linear model with a Poisson distribu-
tion. Number of laid eggs before the experiment did not differ between the treatments (F2,51 =
0.13, P = 0.88), suggesting that treatments were evenly established regarding magpie laying
sequence.
Statistical analyses
To study the effect of risk of parasitism on magpie resistance, we ran a generalized linear
model (GENMOD procedure in SAS) in which probability of egg rejection was entered as a
binary dependent variable (rejection vs. acceptance; link function: logit) and treatment as fixed
factor with three levels (increased parasitism risk, no parasitism risk, control). Laying date
(1 = 1st March) was fitted as a covariate to control for possible differences in magpie quality.
Additionally, we fitted the interaction of laying date and treatment. Given that previous work
has shown that egg rejection behaviour increased with age in female magpies [50], we con-
ducted a second model including a subset of 23 females of known age. In this model, age was
entered as a fixed factor.
To check for the effect of the parasitism risk on magpie life-history traits, we tested for dif-
ferences among treatments in number of eggs laid after the experiment (Poisson distribution,
link = log) and in mean egg volume after the experiment (normal distribution, link = identity)
using a generalized linear model (GENMOD procedure in SAS) and a general linear model
(GLM procedure in SAS), respectively. Again, treatment, laying date, and the interaction
between the two were fitted as predictors. Graphical inspection of residuals plots indicated
that the error distribution of the data was modelled correctly and did not depart from Poisson
and normal model assumptions, respectively. To improve the interpretability of regression
coefficients laying date and egg volume were mean-centred.
Analyses were performed in SAS, version 9. 4.
Ethical statement
Consejerı´a de Medio Ambiente y Ordenacio´n del Territorio (Junta de Andalucı´a) authorized
the fieldwork of the present study (projects CGL2011-27561/BOS and CGL2014-56769-P;
licence code: P06-RNM-01862). Spanish law does not require ethical approval for this specific
study from an International Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC). Experimental manip-
ulation of perceived parasitism risk did not affect the natural rate of nest abandonment of the
species suggesting that our experimental procedure has a negligible negative effect on magpies.
Results
Risk of parasitism and host resistance
Magpies rejected 20 out of 54 (37.03%) model eggs; however, the risk of cuckoo parasitism did
not influence egg rejection behaviour once we control for laying date (rejection rates were
34.78%, 35.71% and 41.17% for the increased risk of cuckoo parasitism, no-risk of cuckoo par-
asitism and control treatments, respectively(Treatment effect: χ22 = 0.14, P = 0.93; laying date
effect: χ21 = 0.19, P = 0.67; Treatmentlaying date: χ22 = 0.58, P = 0.75). A second model only
with the subset of females of known age confirmed this pattern (Treatment effect: χ22 = 0.36,
Host tolerance and cuckoos
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P = 0.84; laying date effect: χ21 = 0.65, P = 0.42; Treatmentlaying date: χ22 = 1.57, P = 0.46;
Age effect: χ21 = 0.53, P = 0.47).
Risk of parasitism and host life-history traits
Magpies did not modify their investment in number of eggs after the experiment, and this pat-
tern did not vary over the season (Table 1). However, there was a significant effect of treatment
on average magpie egg volume, which changed over the season (Table 2). Egg volume after the
experiment increased over the season in nests exposed to the hoopoe treatment, whereas it did
not vary in nests exposed to the cuckoo treatment or in control nests (Fig 1). The interactive
effect of treatment and laying date on egg volume remained robust when we excluded the con-
trol group of nests in which host life-history traits could not be measured after 25th April due
to logistic problems (see Fig 1; Laying datetreatment: F1,26 = 6.68, Coefficient (low CL, high
CL) = 0.005 (0.001, 0.009), P = 0.02; Laying date: F1,26 = 8.57, Coefficient (low CL, high CL) =
0.0003 (-0.002, 0.003), P = 0.01; Treatment: F1,26 = 6.91, Coefficient (low CL, high CL) = -0.59
(-1.06, -0.13), P = 0.01). However, this pattern vanished when we excluded the late extreme
Table 1. Variation in number of magpie eggs in relation to risk of cuckoo parasitism at the nest.
Number of eggs (n = 44 nests)
Term Coefficient Lower CL Higher CL F DF p
Intercept 0.85 0.48 1.21 4.71 40 <0.0001
Laying date -0.02 -0.05 0.001 3.69 1,40 0.06
Treatment Hoopoe 0.5 0.03 0.98 2.46 2,40 0.09
Cuckoo 0.39 -0.05 0.83
Control*
Laying date*treatment Hoopoe -0.06 -0.14 0.02 1.12 2,38 0.34
Cuckoo -0.03 -0.1 0.04
Control*
Results of generalized linear model of number of magpie eggs laid after the experiment in relation to risk of cuckoo parasitism.
CL, 95% confidence level.
* Reference level in the treatment contrast parametrization of the model matrix.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206.t001
Table 2. Variation in magpie egg volume in relation to risk of cuckoo parasitism at the nest.
Egg volume (n = 43 nests)
Term Coefficient Lower CL Higher CL F DF p
Intercept -0.28 -0.79 0.12 -1.42 37 0.16
Laying date 0.002 -0.06 0.07 6.06 1,37 0.02
Treatment Hoopoe 0.17 -0.44 0.79 1.68 2,37 0.2
Cuckoo 0.46 -0.06 0.99
Control*
Laying date*treatment Hoopoe 0.12 0.02 0.21 4.65 2,37 0.02
Cuckoo 0.003 -0.08 0.08
Control*
Results of general linear model of volume of magpie eggs laid after the experiment in relation to risk of cuckoo parasitism. Significant terms are highlighted
in bold.
CL, 95% confidence level.
* Reference level in the treatment contrast parametrization of the model matrix.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206.t002
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value in host egg volume in the hoopoe treatment (Fig 1), which nonetheless cannot be consid-
ered a statistically significant outlier (Grubb’s test: G = 2.62, P> 0.05, n = 43).
Discussion
Recent theoretical work has emphasized the importance of integrating the study of resistance
and tolerance defences to better understand the evolution of animal enemy-victim interac-
tions, including those between avian brood parasites and their hosts [6,8,9]. Despite this,
empirical studies focusing on tolerance defences in cuckoo-host systems are surprisingly
scarce and, so far only confined to investigate operational tolerance across different host popu-
lations [26]. Furthermore, the mechanistic basis of tolerance still remains unstudied in the
framework of cuckoo-host interactions.
Here we explore the possibility that tolerance may be expressed at the population level
through plasticity in host life-history traits. However, we found that manipulating the per-
ceived risk of cuckoo parasitism, did not affect the rejection behaviour of parasitic eggs (a reli-
able indicator of host resistance against cuckoo parasites) nor host life-history traits which are
candidate to reflect tolerance. However, our experimental set-up revealed plastic expression of
magpie host life-history traits in response to experimental treatments at the nest. Magpies did
not modify the number of eggs laid but egg volume.
Magpies did not change their resistance against cuckoos in response to the risk of parasit-
ism at their nests. Previous studies had reported the existence of plastic resistance (rejection
and mobbing behaviour) in hosts of the European cuckoo Cuculus canorus in response to risk
of parasitism [17,39–41,67–69]. Plastic resistance was explained as an adaptive response to the
Fig 1. Seasonal variation in volume of magpie eggs laid after the experiment in relation to risk of
parasitism at the nest. Dashed lines represent the 95% confidence limits for the regression line (solid line).
Egg volume and laying date were centred for the analysis but not in the figure to allow a biological
interpretation of measurements. The arrow indicates an a priori outlier.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206.g001
Host tolerance and cuckoos
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206 June 28, 2017 7 / 12
high cost of rejecting and mobbing in populations where risk of parasitism greatly varied in
space and time [15]. Our findings, however, agree with Soler et al. [70], who found that placing
a live cuckoo close to a magpie nest did not modify the rate of ejection of cuckoo model eggs.
Experimental results in the magpie-cuckoo system documented that cuckoos destroy magpie
eggs after realizing that magpies have rejected their eggs (Mafia hypothesis, [24]). Therefore,
one likely explanation for the lack of effect of risk of parasitism on egg rejection is that the
costs of rejecting when there is constant presence of cuckoos in the surroundings are greater
than those of accepting the parasitic egg. However, this would predict a stronger response in
hoopoe and control nests, which is not the case. Another possibility is that most of our tested
magpies could have been young individuals, which, in contrast to adult females, may still have
not learnt to reject cuckoo eggs or perceive parasitism risk and respond accordingly [50]. This
possibility, however, is unlikely because most females of known age (78.26% of N = 23 females)
during the experimental year were adults (older than two-years old). Within this sample,
female mean age was 4.04 years old (range: 1–8). Moreover, our results confirmed the absence
of a treatment effect on rejection once we control for female age. Alternatively, it could be
argued that our playback experiment may have failed to increase perceived risk of parasitism
but, instead, worked as an additional non-important parasitic stimulus added to the intro-
duced model egg. This could have been the case if magpies were already aware of having been
(artificially) parasitized, which would just make cuckoo calls an extra threat. On the other
hand, it is possible that the stimulus needed to provoke a response is the association of call and
cuckoo presence together but not cuckoo call (as in this study) or cuckoo presence (as in [70])
separately. However, it is unlikely that magpies disregarded call information as they did react
to hoopoe calls (see below).
Magpies did not modify their life-history traits (number and egg volume) in response to the
risk of cuckoo parasitism. Unexpectedly, they modified the volume of their eggs in response to
hoopoe calls, which is intriguing given previous work showing that hoopoes were considered
as a non-harmful threat by magpies [71]. Egg volume increased over the season in nests
exposed to hoopoes but not in nests exposed to cuckoos or in control nests. One first explana-
tion for the absence of an effect of cuckoo calls could be that magpies might have already per-
ceived their nests as being parasitized because we introduced a model cuckoo egg, and hence,
they might disregard cuckoo calls. Another possibility could be that broadcasting was per-
formed too late in the laying of the host with no time to induce a physiological response. How-
ever, these two possibilities seem very improbable because magpies responded to hoopoe calls.
Regarding the unexpected effect of hoopoe calls on egg volume, several explanations are
possible. First, although hoopoes do not predate on magpie nests it is possible that hoopoe
calls emitted close to the nest would have been perceived as a predation threat by magpies
because hoopoes calls may draw the attention of predators to the nest [72]. In this scenario
high quality breeders, which reproduce early in the season, reduced their investment in cur-
rent reproduction by laying smaller eggs when perceiving a potential risk, as they could still
save some energy for a replacement clutch [73]. Alternatively, hoopoe calls may have attracted
territorial hoopoe males in the surroundings of magpie nests. Indeed, we detected in some
instances the presence of active singing males in the neighbourhood of nests where hoopoe
songs were broadcasted (Pers. Obs.). The unusual and active presence of hoopoe males (in
addition to calls) close to their nests, could have led to changes in their life-history traits due to
the additional source of stress. Also, it could be the case that late breeding magpies associated
hoopoe presence with factors other than risk, as high-quality habitats and/or food abundance.
Last, but not least, given the low sample size in the hoopoe treatment, it cannot be discarded
that this pattern emerged randomly and corresponded with a false positive result or a method-
ological artefact due to an unexpected effect of the used control stimulus [74].
Host tolerance and cuckoos
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Conclusions
We have theoretically introduced and experimentally tested for the first time the possibility
that hosts may tolerate cuckoo parasitism through plastic expression of reproductive traits.
The reasoning for this novel hypothesis is based on overwhelming evidence documenting plas-
tic responses in resource allocation in response to environmental stress in plants (reviewed in
[32,33]), and a large body of empirical work showing that birds may plastically modify their
breeding strategies in relation to perceived risk of predation at their nests [37,72,73]. However,
we did not find that magpies modified their breeding strategy in response to risk of parasitism.
Although our results do not support the tolerance hypothesis, we emphasized the need of
studying plastic expression of breeding strategies in response to different sources of environ-
mental stress in hosts of avian brood parasites, and, their fitness consequences for the parasites.
In this sense, it seems advisable to study the same reproductive couple throughout a season or
the same individuals in different seasons (i.e. using longitudinal studies) to achieve a better
understanding on how hosts may tolerate cuckoo parasitism.
Supporting information
S1 File. Data of experimental test of host’s life history traits modulation in response to
cuckoo parasitism risk.
(XLSX)
Author Contributions
Conceptualization: DP JMA JGM.
Data curation: MEG DP JMA.
Formal analysis: MEG DP JMA JGM.
Funding acquisition: DP JMA.
Investigation: MEG DP JMA JGM MMM AST MP.
Methodology: MEG DP JMA JGM.
Project administration: DP JMA.
Supervision: DP JMA JGM.
Validation: DP JAM JGM MEG.
Visualization: MEG DP JMA.
Writing – original draft: MEG DP JMA.
Writing – review & editing: MEG DP JMA JGM MMM AST MP.
References
1. Price PV. Evolutionary biology of parasites. Princeton: Princeton University Press;1980.
2. Simms EL, Triplet J. Costs and benefits of plant responses to disease: resistance and tolerance. Evolu-
tion. 1994; 48:1973–1985. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1994.tb02227.x PMID: 28565152
3. Stowe KA, Marquis RJ, Hochwender CG, Simms EL. The evolutionary ecology of tolerance to con-
sumer damage. Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst. 2000; 31:565–595. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.
31.1.565
Host tolerance and cuckoos
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206 June 28, 2017 9 / 12
4. Rausher MD. Co-evolution and plant resistance to natural enemies. Nature. 2001; 411:857–864.
https://doi.org/10.1038/35081193 PMID: 11459070
5. Nu´ñez-Farfa´n J, Fornoni J, Valverde PL. The Evolution of Resistance and Tolerance to Herbivores.
Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst. 2007; 38:541–566. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.38.091206.
095822
6. Svensson EI, Råberg L. Resistance and tolerance in animal enemy—victim coevolution. Trends Ecol
Evol. 2010; 25:267–274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.12.005 PMID: 20092909
7. Miller MR, White A, Boots M. The evolution of parasites in response to tolerance in their hosts: the
good, the bad, and apparent commensalism. Evolution. 2006; 60:945–956. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
0014-3820.2006.tb01173.x PMID: 16817535
8. Råberg L, Graham AL, Read AF. Decomposing health: tolerance and resistance to parasites in animals.
Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci. 2009; 364:37–49. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2008.0184 PMID:
18926971
9. Medina I, Langmore NE. The evolution of acceptance and tolerance in hosts of avian brood parasites.
Biol Rev. 2016; 91:569–577. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12181 PMID: 25765722
10. Rohr JR, Raffel TR, Hall CA. Developmental variation in resistance and tolerance in a multi-host-para-
site system. Funct Ecol. 2010; 24:1110–1121. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01709.x
11. Rothstein SI. A Model System for coevolution: Avian Brood Parasitism. Annu Rev Ecol Syst. 1990;
21:481–508. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.21.110190.002405
12. Davies NB. Cuckoos, cowbirds and other cheats. London, UK; 2000.
13. Payne RB. The Ecology of Brood Parasitism in Birds. Annu Rev Ecol Syst.1977; 8:1–28. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.es.08.110177.000245
14. Røskaft E, Moksnes A, Stokke BG, Bicı´k V, Moska´t C. Aggression to dummy cuckoos by potential Euro-
pean cuckoo hosts. Behaviour. 2002; 139:613–628. https://doi.org/10.1163/15685390260136735
15. Welbergen JA, Davies NB. Strategic Variation in Mobbing as a Front Line of Defense against Brood
Parasitism. Curr Biol. 2009; 19:235–240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2008.12.041 PMID: 19185495
16. Campobello D, Sealy SG. Nest defence against avian brood parasites is promoted by egg-removal
events in a cowbird-host system. Anim Behav. 2011; 82:885–891. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.
2011.07.028
17. Davies NB, Brooke MdL. Cuckoos versus reed warblers: Adaptations and counteradaptations. Anim
Behav. 1988; 36:262–284. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(88)80269-0
18. Soler M, Møller AP. Duration of sympatry and coevolution between the great spotted cuckoo and its
magpie host. Nature. 1990; 343:748–750. https://doi.org/10.1038/343748a0
19. Avile´s JM, Vikan JR, FossøY F, Antonov A, Moksnes A, Røskaft E, et al. Avian colour perception pre-
dicts behavioural responses to experimental brood parasitism in chaffinches. J Evol Biol. 2010;
23:293–301. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2009.01898.x PMID: 20002251
20. Spottiswoode CN, Stevens M. Visual modeling shows that avian host parents use multiple visual cues
in rejecting parasitic eggs. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 2010; 107:8672–8676. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
0910486107 PMID: 20421497
21. Langmore NE, Hunt S, Kilner RM. Escalation of a coevolutionary arms race through host rejection of
brood parasitic young. Nature. 2003; 422:157–160. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01460 PMID:
12634784
22. Sato NJ, Tokue K, Noske RA, Mikami OK, Ueda K. Evicting cuckoo nestlings from the nest: a new anti-
parasitism behaviour. Biol Lett. 2010; 6:67–69. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0540 PMID:
19776068
23. Lotem A, Nakamura H, Zahavi A. Constraints on egg discrimination and cuckoo-host co-evolution.
Anim Behav. 1995; 49:1185–1209. https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.1995.0152
24. Soler M, Soler JJ, Martinez JG, Moller AP. Magpie Host Manipulation by Great Spotted Cuckoos: Evi-
dence for an Avian Mafia? Evolution. 1995; 49:770–775. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1995.
tb02312.x PMID: 28565143
25. Hoover JP, Robinson SK. Retaliatory mafia behavior by a parasitic cowbird favors host acceptance of
parasitic eggs. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2007; 104:4479–4483. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
0609710104 PMID: 17360549
26. Soler JJ, Martı´n-Ga´lvez D, Martı´nez JG, Soler M, Canestrani D, Abad-Go´mez JM, et al. Evolution of tol-
erance by magpies to brood parasitism by great spotted cuckoos. Proc R Soc Lond B: Biol Sci. 2010;
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2010.2218 PMID: 21123258
27. Soler JJ, Martı´nez JG, Soler M, Møller AP. Coevolutionary interactions in a host—parasite system. Ecol
Lett. 2001; 4:470–476. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1461-0248.2001.00247.x
Host tolerance and cuckoos
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206 June 28, 2017 10 / 12
28. Cunningham EJA, Lewis S. Parasitism of maternal investment selects for increased clutch size and
brood reduction in a host. Behav Ecol. 2006; 17:126–-131. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arj006
29. Brooker M, Brooker L. Acceptance by the splendid fairy-wren of parasitism by Horsfield’s bronze-
cuckoo: further evidence for evolutionary equilibrium in brood parasitism. Behav Ecol. 1996; 7:395–
407. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/7.4.395
30. Hauber ME. Interspecific brood parasitism and the evolution of host clutch sizes. Evol Ecol Res. 2003;
5:559–570.
31. Anderson MG, Gill BJ, Briskie JV, Brunton DH, Hauber ME. Latitudinal differences in the breeding phe-
nology of Grey Warblers covary with the relationship to the prevalence of parasitism by Shining Bronze-
Cuckoos. Emu. 2013; 113:187–191. https://doi.org/10.1071/MU12086
32. Strauss SY, Agrawal AA. The ecology and evolution of plant tolerance to herbivory. Trends Ecol Evol.
1999; 14:179–185. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(98)01576-6 PMID: 10322530
33. Fornoni J. Ecological and evolutionary implications of plant tolerance to herbivory. Funct Ecol. 2011;
25:399–407. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2010.01805.x
34. Cresswell W. Non-lethal effects of predation in birds. Ibis. 2008; 150:3–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1474-919X.2007.00793.x
35. Lima SL. Predators and the breeding bird: behavioral and reproductive flexibility under the risk of preda-
tion. Biol Rev. 2009; 84:485–513. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2009.00085.x PMID: 19659887
36. Martin TE, Briskie JV. Predation on dependent offspring: A review of the consequences for mean
expression and phenotypic plasticity in avian life history traits. Ann N Y Acad Sci. 2009; 1168:201–17.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2009.04577.x PMID: 19566709
37. Lamanna JA, Martin TE. Costs of fear: Behavioural and life-history responses to risk and their demo-
graphic consequences vary across species. Ecol Lett. 2016; 19:403–413. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.
12573 PMID: 26900087
38. Feeney WE, Langmore NE. Superb Fairy-wrens (Malurus cyaneus) increase vigilance near their nest
with the perceived risk of brood parasitism. The Auk. 2015; 132:359–364. https://doi.org/10.1642/AUK-
14-218.1
39. Moksnes A, Røskaft E, Korsnes L. Rejection of cuckoo (Cuculus canorus) eggs by meadow pipits
(Anthus pratensis). Behav Ecol. 1993; 4:120–127. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/4.2.120
40. Ba´rtol I, Karcza Z, Moska´t C, Røskaft E, Kisbenedek T. Responses of great reed warblers Acrocepha-
lus arundinaceus to experimental brood parasitism: the effects of a cuckoo Cuculus canorus dummy
and egg mimicry. J Avian Biol. 2002; 33: 420–425. https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-048X.2002.02945.x
41. Welbergen JA, Davies NB. Direct and indirect assessment of parasitism risk by a cuckoo host. Behav
Ecol. 2012; 23:783–789. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars031
42. Sato NJ, Tokue K, Noske RA, Mikami OK, Ueda K. Evicting cuckoo nestlings from the nest: a new anti-
parasitism behaviour. Biol Lett. 2010; 6: 67–69. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0540 PMID: 19776068
43. Krist M. Egg size and offspring quality: A meta-analysis in birds. Biol Rev. 2011; 86:692–716. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2010.00166.x PMID: 21070586
44. Molina-Morales M, Martı´nez JG, Martin-Ga´lvez D, Avile´s JM. Factors affecting natal and breeding mag-
pie dispersal in a population parasitized by the great spotted cuckoo. Anim Behav. 2012; 83:671–680.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2011.12.011
45. Molina-Morales M, Martı´nez JG, Martı´n-Ga´lvez D, Dawson DA, Rodrı´guez-Ruiz J, Burke T, et al. Evi-
dence of long-term structured cuckoo parasitism on individual magpie hosts. J Anim Ecol. 2013;
82:389–398. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12022 PMID: 23237197
46. Birkhead T. The Magpies: The Ecology and Behaviour of Blakcbilled and Yellow-billed Magpies. Lon-
don; 1991.
47. Soler M. Relationships between the Great Spotted Cuckoo Clamator glandarius and Its Corvid Hosts in
a Recently Colonized Area. Ornis Scand. 1990; 21:212–223. https://doi.org/10.2307/3676781
48. Soler JJ. Crı´alo Europeo—Clamator glandarius. In: Salvador A, Morales MB, editors. Enciclopedia Vir-
tual de los Vertebrados Españoles. Museo Nacional de Ciencias Naturales, Madrid. 2016. http://www.
vertebradosibericos.org/
49. Soler M, Martı´nez JG, Soler JJ. 1996. Effects of brood parasitism by the great spotted cuckoo on the
breeding success of the Magpie host: an experimental study. Ardeola.1996; 43:87–96.
50. Molina-Morales M, Martı´nez JG, Martı´n-Ga´lvez D, Dawson DA, Burke T, Avile´s JM. Cuckoo hosts shift
from accepting to rejecting parasitic eggs across their lifetime. Evolution. 2014; 68:3020–3029. https://
doi.org/10.1111/evo.12471 PMID: 24916150
51. Molina-Morales M, Martı´nez JG, Avile´s JM. Criteria for host selection in a brood parasite vary depend-
ing on parasitism rate. Behav Ecol. 2016; 27(5):arw066. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arw066
Host tolerance and cuckoos
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206 June 28, 2017 11 / 12
52. Llimosa F, Matheu E., Roche´ J. Guı´a sonora de las Aves de España. 1999; Barcelona. España.
53. Eggers S, Griesser M, Nystrand M, Ekman J. Predation risk induces changes in nest-site selection and
clutch size in the Siberian jay. Proc R Soc Lond: Biol Sci. 2006; 273:701–706. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2005.3373 PMID: 16608689
54. Parejo D, Avile´s JM, Rodrı´guez J. Alarm calls modulate the spatial structure of a breeding owl commu-
nity. Proc R Soc Lond: Biol Sci. 2012; 279:2135–2141. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.2601 PMID:
22279165
55. Emmering QC, Schmidt KA. Nesting songbirds assess spatial heterogeneity of predatory chipmunks by
eavesdropping on their vocalizations. J Anim Ecol. 2011; 80:1305–1312. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1365-2656.2011.01869.x PMID: 21699539
56. Kleindorfer S, Evans C, Colombelli-Ne´grel D, Robertson J, Griggio M, Hoi H. Host response to cuckoo
song is predicted by the future risk of brood parasitism. Front Zool. 2013; 10:30. https://doi.org/10.
1186/1742-9994-10-30 PMID: 23692969
57. Forsman JT, Martin TE. Habitat selection for parasite-free space by hosts of parasitic cowbirds. Oikos.
2009; 118:464–470. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2008.17000.x
58. Arias-de-Reyna L. Coevolution of the great spotted cuckoo and its hosts. Oxford Ornithology Series.
1998; 9:129–142.
59. Saino N, Romano M, Rubolini D, Caprioli M, Ambrosini R, Fasola M. Food supplementation affects egg
albumen content and body size asymmetry among yellow-legged gull siblings. Behav Ecol Sociobiol.
2010; 64:1813–1821. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-010-0993-1
60. Saino N, Romano M, Caprioli M, Ambrosini R, Rubolini D, Fasola M. Sex allocation in yellow-legged
gulls (Larus michahellis) depends on nutritional constraints on production of large last eggs. Proc Biol
Sci. 2010; 277:1203–1208. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.2012 PMID: 20007178
61. Parejo D, Avile´s JM, Rodrı´guez J. Supplemental food affects egg size but not hatching asynchrony in
rollers. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 2012; 66:1097–1105. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-012-1360-1
62. Saino N, Romano M, Ferrari RP, Martinelli R, Møller AP. Stressed mothers lay eggs with high cortico-
sterone levels which produce low-quality offspring. J Exp Zool A Comp Exp Biol. 2005; 303(11):998–
1006. https://doi.org/10.1002/jez.a.224 PMID: 16217808
63. Davies NB, Brooke MDL, Kacelnik A. Recognition errors and probability of parasitism determine
whether reed warblers should accept or reject mimetic cuckoo eggs. Proc R Soc Lond: Biol Sci. 1996;
263:925–931. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1996.0137
64. Avile´s JM, Soler JJ, Soler M, Møller AP. Rejection of parasitic eggs in relation to egg appearance in
magpies. Anim Behav. 2004; 67:951–958. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2003.08.022
65. Hoyt DF. Practical methods of estimating volume and fresh weight of bird eggs. The Auk. 1979; 96:73–
77.
66. Soler JJ, Soler M, Møller AP, Martı´nez JG. Does the great spotted cuckoo choose magpie hosts accord-
ing to their parenting ability? Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 1995; 36:201–206. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF00177797
67. Čapek M, Pozˇgayova´ M, Procha´zka P, Honza M. Repeated presentations of the common cuckoo
increase nest defense by the Eurasian Reed Warbler but do not induce it to make recognition errors.
The Condor. 2010; 112:763–769. https://doi.org/10.1525/cond.2010.100063
68. Thorogood R, Davies NB. Reed warbler hosts fine-tune their defenses to track three decades of cuckoo
decline. Evolution. 2013; 67:3545–3555. https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.12213 PMID: 24299407
69. Lindholm A. Tests of phenotypic plasticity in reed warbler defences against cuckoo parasitism. Behav-
iour. 2000; 137:43–60. https://doi.org/10.1163/156853900501863
70. Soler M, Soler JJ, Møller AP. Effect of great spotted cuckoo presence on magpie rejection behaviour.
Behaviour. 2000; 137:213–220. https://doi.org/10.1163/156853900502033
71. Avile´s JM, Bootello EM, Molina-Morales M, Martı´nez JG. The multidimensionality of behavioural
defences against brood parasites: evidence for a behavioural syndrome in magpies? Behav Ecol Socio-
biol. 2014; 68:1287–1298. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-014-1739-2
72. Fontaine JJ, Martin TE. Parent birds assess nest predation risk and adjust their reproductive strategies.
Ecol lett. 2006; 9:428–434. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.00892.x PMID: 16623728
73. Hua F, Sieving KE, Fletcher RJ, Wright CA. Increased perception of predation risk to adults and off-
spring alters avian reproductive strategy and performance. Behav Ecol. 2014; 25:509–519. https://doi.
org/10.1093/beheco/aru017
74. Grim T. Host Recognition of brood Parasites: Implications for methodology in studies of enemy recogni-
tion. The Auk. 2005; 122(2):530–543. https://doi.org/10.1642/0004-8038(2005)122[0530:HROBPI]2.0.
CO;2
Host tolerance and cuckoos
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179206 June 28, 2017 12 / 12
